The implementation of ubiquitous learning (u-learning) is a good opportunity to address the affordability, accessibility, and quality issues of the higher education sector that are present in many countries. However, its broad application is still limited within the instructionist paradigm. Improving its implementation performance is a challenge for researchers and practitioners. This study aimed to understand the readiness and success status of u-learning implementation in Indonesia and to assess factors influencing the status based on stakeholder perspectives. A mixed methods inquiry with the sequential nested strategy was carried out by focusing on a quantitative analysis. The findings revealed that the readiness constructs influence u-learning performance. The study may contribute, theoretically and practically, to future studies, especially u-learning implementation studies, from the perspective of a developing country.
Introduction
Inevitably, mobile technology use among developing countries has been increasing since the last decade [1] . The subscription rate of cellular technology per 100 inhabitants is more than 100, and more than 80 of those 100 are Internet users. This technology has contributed to enabling the development of higher education in various countries [2, 3] . This is related to affordability, accessibility, and quality issues in education [4] . One of the implementation trends in this sector is u-learning. Virtanen, et al. [5] described it as being similar to mobile learning (m-learning) or electronic learning (e-learning) in terms of the learning context. The difference is in regard to the technology used [5] . In this case, e-learning refers to the interactivity and personalization of the learning aspects of computer network technology; m-learning extends this with the mobility aspects by using mobile devices; and u-learning covers both learning systems with context awareness and flexibility aspects of mobile technology. A number of studies (e.g., [5] [6] [7] ) explain that u-learning is like the next generation of m-learning. Despite the fact that using u-learning does not guarantee outcomes of learning activities, it is like a catalyst to improve the affordability, accessibility, and quality of the learning process [4, 8] . A meta-analysis study by Pimmer, Mateescu and Gröhbiel [6] confirmed findings of previous studies [9, 10] , that is, that the use of mobile technology for educational purposes has shown positive learning outcomes.
Unfortunately, despite the use of ubiquitous technology in education being proven to have a positive effect on learning outcomes, its broad application in higher education is still limited [6] . In addition, Pimmer, Mateescu and Gröhbiel [6] also indicated that the expected higher education transformation is still unconfirmed, because most studies on the topic tend to employ instructionist paradigms. Not only among developing countries, but even in other countries, attaining benefits may also still be a challenge among higher education institutions (HEIs). Chan and Reich [11] and Subiyakto and Ahlan [12] revealed that in order to obtain technology implementation benefits, the first challenge is how to be successful in the implementation. Conversely, failure of implementation will bring losses or even influence business operation continuity [13] . This may be related to the digital divide issue [6, 14, 15] . A statistical report by International Telecommunication Union (ITU) [1] demonstrated that despite the fact that the number of mobile users in developing countries has been increasing significantly since the 2000s, this has not resulted in Internet subscription growth. Beringer, et al. [16] , Davis [17] , and Subiyakto, et al. [18] noted that technological implementation performance may also refer to stakeholder perceptions. Many previous studies about information technology (IT) implementation success [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] reported that the performance of technology implementation demonstrates the efficiency, effectiveness, user satisfaction, and conformity with a development plan. Referring to Parasuraman and Colby [25] , this may relate to technology readiness issues.
With respect to the above-mentioned phenomenon, this study aimed to understand the readiness and success status of u-learning implementation and to assess factors influencing the status. An understanding based on the perspectives of involved stakeholders and an assessment following the research model were the objectives of the study. The expectations were that the findings could be among the theoretical points regarding the readiness and success of u-learning implementation from the Indonesian HEI perspective in particular. We hope that the findings can offer practical help to stakeholders for implementation in the sampled institution. In order to guide the research process, two research questions were asked:
• How can we know the status of the readiness and success of u-learning implementation? • What are the factors influencing the readiness and success of u-learning implementation?
This article is divided into six sections. The first section is the introduction and describes the research programs. In the second section, we elucidate a literature review of the topic and present the model and hypothesis of development used in the study. The third section describes the methodological aspects of this mixed methods study. It is followed by the results in the fourth section. In the fifth section, we interpret and discuss the study results, elucidate limitations of the study, and offer suggestions for future work. Lastly, the paper ends with a conclusion.
Theoretical Framework
Researchers and practitioners have been interested in the performance constructs of information technology (IT) projects since the early times of the computer-based business era of the 1960s. In that era, efficiency and effectiveness constructs were popular research themes. These themes were then extended into different constructs, such as usability, satisfaction, acceptance, readiness, and success [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] . The incision, interrelations, and combinations among the constructs can be clearly seen across the above-mentioned extensions, for example, the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) [34] and technology readiness and acceptance (TRA) [35] models. In short, this is why several scholars [36] [37] [38] indicated that most information system (IS) models are developed based on prior model theories rather than using empirical research.
In this study, Subiyakto's [39, 40] information system readiness and success (ISRS) model was adopted and adapted in the context of u-learning implementation performance (Figure 1 ) in terms of continuous model development [41, 42] . The model itself was developed by combining Delone and McLean's [43] IS success (ISS) model and Parasuraman and Colby's [25] technology readiness index (TRI) model [39, 40] . The combination was done following the processional and causal model assumption of the ISS model [43] [44] [45] . Like Delone and McLean's assumption, which combined the logic of communication [46] and information influence theories [47] , the ISRS model was proposed by adopting the above-mentioned logic and combining it with Parasuraman and Colby's [25] readiness constructs. Subiyakto [39, 40] explained that the combination assumption was developed by considering the essential issues of stakeholder readiness in IT/IS projects [12, [16] [17] [18] [48] [49] [50] [51] referring to the input-process-output (IPO) logic of Davis and Yen's [52] information processing theory and the process logic of Kellogg's [53] model development theory. The readiness constructs of the TRI model [25] , namely, optimism (OPT), innovativeness (INN), discomfort (DIS), and insecurity (INS), were then placed in the input dimension of the ISRS model. The four constructs of the ISS model [43] , namely, information quality (INQ), system quality (SYQ), service quality (SVQ), and user satisfaction (USF), were then positioned in the process dimension, and the information system success (ISS) construct adapted from the net benefits of the ISS model was used to construct the output dimension. In brief, 23 relational hypotheses of the ISRS model were then proposed based on the assumption of model development ( Figure 2 ). [25, 39, 40, 43] . Like Delone and McLean's assumption, which combined the logic of communication [46] and information influence theories [47] , the ISRS model was proposed by adopting the above-mentioned logic and combining it with Parasuraman and Colby's [25] readiness constructs. Subiyakto [39, 40] explained that the combination assumption was developed by considering the essential issues of stakeholder readiness in IT/IS projects [12, [16] [17] [18] [48] [49] [50] [51] referring to the input-process-output (IPO) logic of Davis and Yen's [52] information processing theory and the process logic of Kellogg's [53] model development theory. The readiness constructs of the TRI model [25] , namely, optimism (OPT), innovativeness (INN), discomfort (DIS), and insecurity (INS), were then placed in the input dimension of the ISRS model. The four constructs of the ISS model [43] , namely, information quality (INQ), system quality (SYQ), service quality (SVQ), and user satisfaction (USF), were then positioned in the process dimension, and the information system success (ISS) construct adapted from the net benefits of the ISS model was used to construct the output dimension. In brief, 23 relational hypotheses of the ISRS model were then proposed based on the assumption of model development (Figure 2 ). Like Delone and McLean's assumption, which combined the logic of communication [46] and information influence theories [47] , the ISRS model was proposed by adopting the above-mentioned logic and combining it with Parasuraman and Colby's [25] readiness constructs. Subiyakto [39, 40] explained that the combination assumption was developed by considering the essential issues of stakeholder readiness in IT/IS projects [12, [16] [17] [18] [48] [49] [50] [51] referring to the input-process-output (IPO) logic of Davis and Yen's [52] information processing theory and the process logic of Kellogg's [53] model development theory. The readiness constructs of the TRI model [25] , namely, optimism (OPT), innovativeness (INN), discomfort (DIS), and insecurity (INS), were then placed in the input dimension of the ISRS model. The four constructs of the ISS model [43] , namely, information quality (INQ), system quality (SYQ), service quality (SVQ), and user satisfaction (USF), were then positioned in the process dimension, and the information system success (ISS) construct adapted from the net benefits of the ISS model was used to construct the output dimension. In brief, 23 relational hypotheses of the ISRS model were then proposed based on the assumption of model development ( Figure 2 ). [25, 39, 40, 43] . Figure 2 . Hypothesis development of ISRS model following its development assumption [25, 39, 40, 43] .
With respect to the research implementation, Tables 1 and 2 present a list of indicators for each variable and a list of statements used in the questionnaire in the study, respectively. Information is produced consistently within the system operation INQ5
Information is produced appropriate to the user's need SYQ1 System is easy to use SYQ2 System is easy to maintain SYQ3 System responds quickly to given commands SYQ4 System is able to carry out all of the planned functions SYQ5
System is safe to use SVQ1 System gives its services quickly SVQ2 System gives its services flexibly, appropriate to the user situation SVQ3 System gives safe services SVQ4 System gives its services appropriate to the functional requirements SVQ5 System gives its services over the required functions USF1
Users are satisfied with the efficiency of the system USF2 Users are satisfied with the effectiveness of the system USF3 Users are satisfied with the flexibility of the system USF4 Users are satisfied with the system performance 
Indicator Statements in the Questionnaire

ISS1
System improves the efficiency of the learning process ISS2
System improves the effectiveness of the learning process ISS3
Overall, system improves user satisfaction in the learning process ISS4
System improves the productivity of the institution ISS5 System gives competitive advantages for the institution
Research Methods
This mixed methods study was conducted in eight phases ( Figure 3) . A sequential nested strategy with major quantitative inquiry was used in the study [54] [55] [56] . The population was composed of approximately 25,776 people, including students, staff members, managers, and academicians of the sampled university. Multistage purposive sampling was determined by considering the key informant characteristics [57] [58] [59] of the participants, especially with regard to their direct involvement in the system's implementation. About 150 respondents were chosen for the survey and 3 for the interview. With respect to the research program, the researchers developed the research model ( Figure 1 ) by adopting and adapting Subiyakto's [39, 40] ISRS model in the third phase of the study.
In the instrument development phase, in addition to questionnaires broken down from the developed model and interview questions developed referring to the project management phases (initiation, planning, implementation, and impact steps), tools were also developed considering the research questions proposed in the study. The questionnaire comprised 48 questions, including 3 respondent profile questions, 1 question on the readiness success profile, and 44 examination questions on a 5-point Likert scale (Table 2) . On the other side, the researchers emphasized the interview within four themes to explore the status of the system implementation project, that is, the project initiative, its management, system implementation, and impact.
SVQ4
System gives its services appropriate to the functional requirements SVQ5 System gives its services over the required functions USF1 Users are satisfied with the efficiency of the system USF2 Users are satisfied with the effectiveness of the system USF3 Users are satisfied with the flexibility of the system USF4 Users are satisfied with the system performance ISS1 System improves the efficiency of the learning process ISS2
Research Methods
This mixed methods study was conducted in eight phases ( Figure 3) . A sequential nested strategy with major quantitative inquiry was used in the study [54] [55] [56] . The population was composed of approximately 25,776 people, including students, staff members, managers, and academicians of the sampled university. Multistage purposive sampling was determined by considering the key informant characteristics [57] [58] [59] of the participants, especially with regard to their direct involvement in the system's implementation. About 150 respondents were chosen for the survey and 3 for the interview. With respect to the research program, the researchers developed the research model (Figure 1 ) by adopting and adapting Subiyakto's [39, 40] ISRS model in the third phase of the study.
In the instrument development phase, in addition to questionnaires broken down from the developed model and interview questions developed referring to the project management phases (initiation, planning, implementation, and impact steps), tools were also developed considering the research questions proposed in the study. The questionnaire comprised 48 questions, including 3 respondent profile questions, 1 question on the readiness success profile, and 44 examination questions on a 5-point Likert scale (Table 2) . On the other side, the researchers emphasized the interview within four themes to explore the status of the system implementation project, that is, the project initiative, its management, system implementation, and impact. With respect to the research strategy, the researchers sequentially collected data using the survey and then interviews. First, the paper-based questionnaire was distributed to the selected respondents, with respect to the response rate of the survey method [60] . This was followed by interviews with the participants. Approximately 150 valid responses and a number of interview transcripts were then processed with MS Excel 2013 and MS Word 2013 as the input materials of the data analysis stage. The researchers used IBM SPSS 20 to analyze the demographic data in the descriptive data analysis phase. As described by Christopher, et al. [61] , this analysis stage was then used to predict the data distribution in terms of confirming the inferential analysis results in the interpretation stage. The partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) method using SmartPLS 2.0 was used to analyze the 5-point Likert data related to the outer and inner assessment parts of the model. The analysis software was selected by considering the relatively small amount of collected data and the power analysis point of the tools [62] [63] [64] [65] [66] [67] . Sequentially, the collected documents and transcripts of the interview were analyzed through categorizing and indexing the content tendencies following the four processional themes determined previously [68] [69] [70] using MS Word 2013 and MS Excel 2013.
In the interpretation phase, the researchers interpreted the results of the data analysis by considering each research question, respectively. In addition to the results of the descriptive analysis being used to present the data distribution, these results were also combined with the results of the content analysis for answers to the first question of the study, how to describe the status of the readiness and success of system implementation. Sequentially, results of the PLS-SEM analysis were used to analyze responses to the second question, in regard to factors influencing the readiness and success of the u-learning implementation. In this phase, the researchers focused on the results of the hypothetical examinations. It was performed appropriate to the research strategy, which focused on the quantitative method. In short, referring to Venkatesh, Brown and Bala [55] , this was done to determine the complement, completeness, development, expansion, confirmation, compensation, and diversity points of the findings. The inferences were then discussed by comparing the basic theories used in the model development and findings from previous studies. Lastly, conclusions were proposed together with the contribution, limitation, and recommendation points of the research. Table 3 presents the respondent profiles in terms of gender, age, position, and education characteristics. It can be seen that there were more male respondents (±55%) than female respondents (±45%). The majority (±96%) were third-year students at the university under 25 years old. Descriptively, Table 4 shows that most respondents (about 137, ±92%) revealed considerable effects of the readiness constructs of the system performance and around 48 persons (±32%) expressed the significant impact of the performance. 
Results
Results of the Descriptive Analysis
Results of the Inferential Analysis
Referring to a number of PLS-SEM studies [62] [63] [64] [65] [66] [67] , the outer model assessments were conducted to assess the psychometric properties of the indicators. Four sequential and repeated assessments of this analysis stage were indicator reliability, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity assessment.
•
The indicator reliability assessment was carried out using two criteria: the threshold rate of the item loading value being 0.7 or above and a comparison of the item cross-loading values among the variables. In the sequence and repetition procedure with the internal consistency reliability assessment using composite reliability (CR) with the threshold level of 0. Figure 4 and Table 5 ).
•
The convergent validity assessment was conducted using the average variance extracted (AVE) value with a threshold of 0.5 or above. Table 5 shows that AVE values of the nine variables met the threshold.
The discriminant validity assessment was tested by analyzing Fornell and Larcker's [71] square root matrix of the AVE for prevention of multicollinearity issues. Table 6 presents the results. 
Education
Master 4 2.67 Bachelor 1 0.67 High school 144 96.00
Results of the Inferential Analysis
The indicator reliability assessment was carried out using two criteria: the threshold rate of the item loading value being 0.7 or above and a comparison of the item cross-loading values among the variables. In the sequence and repetition procedure with the internal consistency reliability assessment using composite reliability (CR) with the threshold level of 0. Figure 4 and Table 5 ). In short, the results of these outer model assessments demonstrate that the outer part of the model shows statistically good psychometric properties. Details can be in Figure 4 and Tables 5 and 6 . In regard to the reliability and validity level of the indicator items, structural model assessments were then recommended [62] [63] [64] [65] [66] [67] .
Structural model assessments were carried out in order to analyze the outer part of the model using the path coefficient (β), the coefficient of determination (R 2 ), t-test, effect size (f 2 ), predictive relevance (Q 2 ), and relative impact (q 2 ) assessment [62] [63] [64] [65] [66] [67] .
The β assessment was performed using a threshold of 0.1 or above to identify the significance of the path influences among variables of the model. Figure 4 and • The t-test was performed by employing a two-tailed test with t-values 1.96 (significance level of 5%) to present the hypothesis acceptances. Table 7 and Figure 5 show 10 acceptances and 13 rejections of the hypotheses.
•
The f 2 assessment was performed to predict the influence of each variable on another one in the inner part of the model using thresholds of approximately 0.02, small; 0.15, medium; and 0.35, large influence. USF→ISS is the only path with a large effect and the rest have small effects (Table 7 ).
The Q 2 assessment was conducted via a blindfolding method using a threshold above zero for presenting predictive relevance of the target endogenous variable. Table 7 shows that all of the paths presented their predictive relevance.
The q 2 assessment was done via the blindfolding method with thresholds of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 for small, medium, and large effect sizes. The aim was to know the relative impact of the predictive relevance. Table 5 shows that USF and ISS are the only two paths with medium effect size; the others have small effect sizes. Figure 5 . Results of hypothetical assessment with 13 hypothesis rejections.
• The f 2 assessment was performed to predict the influence of each variable on another one in the inner part of the model using thresholds of approximately 0.02, small; 0.15, medium; and 0.35, large influence. USFISS is the only path with a large effect and the rest have small effects (Table 7 ).
The q 2 assessment was done via the blindfolding method with thresholds of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 for small, medium, and large effect sizes. The aim was to know the relative impact of the predictive relevance. Table 5 shows that USF and ISS are the only two paths with medium effect size; the others have small effect sizes.
In summary, the inferential analysis results describe two points. First, despite the fact that 17 of the model indicators are rejected in the outer model assessment, the results provide good psychometric properties for the inner model assessment. Second, it can be clearly seen that only 10 of 23 hypotheses are accepted in the data analysis stage.
Results of the Content Analysis
Referring to the previous research programs, this analysis emphasized four themes: the project initiative, its management, system implementation, and impact. Three descriptions below elucidate the results. In summary, the inferential analysis results describe two points. First, despite the fact that 17 of the model indicators are rejected in the outer model assessment, the results provide good psychometric properties for the inner model assessment. Second, it can be clearly seen that only 10 of 23 hypotheses are accepted in the data analysis stage.
Referring to the previous research programs, this analysis emphasized four themes: the project initiative, its management, system implementation, and impact. Three descriptions below elucidate the results.
First, the u-learning implementation was initiated from the top management (C1). It was performed based on cooperation among the institution, a South Korean company, and its representative company following a memorandum of understanding about the project in 2016 (C2). The system implementation itself was one of three pilot projects carried out in Indonesia (C3), with similar projects at Pasundan University and the University of Indonesia. Specifically, the learning technology implementation at the sampled university was the pilot project for Islamic HEIs in Indonesia. As reported by the institutional press release citing the CEO of the foreign company, "This new program we apply in the area of West Java [province] has not entered into Jakarta. So, we wanted this university [the sampled institution] to become a pilot for the public and religious universities in the Jakarta area." The pilot project was then determined by selecting the Faculty of Science and Technology of the university, in regard to ensuring the readiness and success of the learning technology implementation. The rector said, "We [will first implement u-learning and] see progress in the Faculty of Science and Technology. If [the implementation is] effective, we will apply [u-learning] in the other faculties" (C4). In short, it can be clearly seen that the u-learning implementation was initiated from the top management level (C1) in regard to the benefit expectations (C4).
Second, the u-learning implementation was managed based on the previous three-party agreement (C2). In respect to the initiative scheme, the u-learning implementation was managed by an ad hoc committee at the HEI by involving the Center for Science and Technology Development, the Center for Information Technology and Database, and the Department of Information System (C5). The committee itself managed the project, cooperating with a local representative company of the vendor. It is clear that management of the u-learning implementation project was carried out following a top-down initiative scheme (C1).
Third, in terms of the computer-based learning experience, besides u-learning, e-learning-which is integrated with academic IS-was also implemented by the sampled institution more than seven years ago; however, current e-learning can be indicated as an unsuccessful function. One of the indications is that the e-learning is like an unused learning function in the integrated IS. Here, the authors identified three implementation issues: manager expectations (C3), uncoordinated implementation (C6), and insufficient infrastructure (C7).
• As indicated by the first theme, the u-learning implementation was a top-down initiative (C1). This means that the top management levels realized the benefits of the system implementation and hoped for it (C4). It is consistent with the rector's descriptions of learning effectiveness, in terms of the internationalization mission of the university (C4). There was also a similar response from one of the managers at the faculty level: "I think u-learning is essential for this faculty [the Faculty of Science and Technology] [C4]. It is better for students rather than they look a presentation slide at front of a class, in terms of its point of view of the eye. Despite the implementation is for lecturers who have taken training, it will be implemented gradually in the next stage. It is the implementation policy".
•
On the other hand, an uncoordinated indication (C6) was also found in the u-learning implementation. As expressed by the head of the selected department, "From the side of this department, we don't know yet [about the u-learning implementation]. It is because we only follow by order of the management in the faculty and university levels. The implementation, it has not been implemented as a whole. It has only for certain lecturers. There is no socialization for all the faculty members [C6]. The one who determined the policy was the rector, after that it was only the dean. The head of the department was only running policy of the leaders" (C6).
In the last issue, the researchers identified that u-learning was only implemented in three courses in the Department of Information System using the Multimedia Laboratory. It was determined by the ad hoc committee (C5) following fulfilment of the infrastructure requirements (C7).
In summary, it is clear that u-learning was implemented based on a top-down initiative (C1), managed by an ad hoc committee (C5) involving three parties (C2), and implemented with expectations of benefit at the management level (C4), lack of coordination (C6), and insufficient infrastructure (C7).
Discussion
In regard to the research design, the authors interpreted the results of the analysis by combining quantitative and qualitative points of view in order to develop meta-inferences. In this section, the inferences are discussed by benchmarking the findings with findings from previous studies. The elucidation is guided by following the developed research questions. It is then followed by limitations and contributions of the study at the end of the section.
Readiness and Success Status of the U-Learning Implementation
Generally, it can be seen that the readiness factors influenced the performance of the u-learning implementation at the sampled institution. Table 4 shows that the majority of respondents (about 137 persons, ±92%) mentioned considerable effects of the readiness factors of the system performance. Almost 48 people (±32%) expressed the significant impact of the readiness constructs of the above-mentioned performance. This is consistent with the findings of a previous study [39] in terms of the influential indications between the readiness and success constructs. In the context of Davis and Yen's [52] IPO logic, used for developing the readiness and success model, the objects are different, but the findings of this study support the indication of Subiyakto's [39] research. Figure 6 presents the formulated interrelationships among points of the content analysis. In regard to the processional dimensions of the u-learning implementation project from the initiation stage to the impact stage, points of the findings can be placed to see their interrelationships in order to illustrate the readiness and success status of the implementation.
The u-learning implementation was started based on the cooperation of the three parties and expectations of top and middle management in regard to the benefits to the university. Clearly, the implementation was carried out using a top-down initiative.
• Referring to the initiative, the implementation was determined within a pilot project in one of the departments at the university. The lecturers and infrastructure readiness were the consideration points of the selection.
•
In the implementation, the pilot project was managed by an ad hoc committee. However, two issues of the implementation stage were lack of coordination among the involved units and availability of the required infrastructure.
In summary, the findings highlight the influence of readiness constructs on the success constructs of the u-learning implementation in the sampled HEI. In this case, coordination among stakeholders and availability of system infrastructure may have been the two main points influencing the readiness and success status. It may be consistent with previous studies [6, 14, 15] , which described the issues of availability of IT infrastructure among developing countries.
1 Figure 6 . Readiness and success status of u-learning based on its implementation points.
Factors Influencing the Readiness and Success of the U-Learning Implementation
Influential Paths of the Readiness Dimension in the System Creation and System Use Dimensions
Findings of the hypothetical assessments revealed that among the 16 paths between variables of the readiness dimension and variables of the system creation and system use dimensions (see Figure 2) , only eight paths are influential. As demonstrated in Table 7 •
As an independent variable, all hypothetical paths of the discomfort variable were rejected. Similarly, the rejection findings are consistent with insignificance coefficients of the paths and the weak coefficient of determination of the system creation variables (approximately 0.225) (see Figures 4 and 5 , Tables 5 and 7) . Excluding DIS→SVQ, the findings are consistent with Subiyakto's [39] study. In contrast, the negative influences are inconsistent with the basic theory [25, 40] used in the model development. This may relate to the compulsory use of the system [44, 72, 73] . The comfort issues may not be considered here because the use of u-learning was compulsory in this implementation case.
•
On the other hand, the findings also show that all hypothetical paths of the readiness variables toward the user satisfaction variable are rejected. Similarly, it is also consistent with [39] , excluding INS→USF. This indicates that user satisfaction of the u-learning implementation was unaffected by the readiness factors.
In short, it is clear that eight hypotheses related to variables of the readiness dimension (H1, H2, H3, H5, H6, H13, H14, and H15) were the accepted hypotheses. The other eight (H4, H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, H12, and H16) were the rejected hypotheses. This study proved that the readiness factors influenced the success factors of the u-learning implementation. Moreover, it may be similar to the compulsory issue of system use; the discomfort variable of the readiness dimension can be ignored in the readiness assessment because the u-learning use was compulsory.
Influential Paths between the System Creation and System Use Dimensions
Like the hypothetical paths from the readiness variables to the user satisfaction variable (see Figure 2) , a similar illustration is also presented by the three hypothetical paths from the system creation variables to the above-mentioned dependent variable, namely, INQ→USF, SYQ→USF, and SVQ→USF (see Figures 4 and 5 , Tables 5 and 7 ). However, the coefficient of determination of user satisfaction was above the moderate threshold level (approximately 0.401), but the seven paths were rejected in this study. This is inconsistent with Delone and Mclean's [43] processional and causal dimension of the model development [40, 44] . The researchers predict that it may relate to the study phenomenon itself, the data used, or the instrument of data collection.
In brief, the findings of the study demonstrate that three hypotheses (H17, H19, and H21) regarding variables of the system creation and system use dimensions were rejected. It can be clearly seen that user satisfaction is not a variable that mediates the other variables with the success IS variable in terms of the readiness and success of u-learning implementation.
Influential Paths of the System Creation and System Use Dimensions in the System
Impact Dimension Table 7 and Figure 5 show that among the four variables of the system creation and system use dimensions, only two variables had a positive influence on variables of the system impact dimension SVQ and USF. Thus, the hypotheses of SVQ→ISS and USF→ISS were accepted. With respect to the coefficient of determination value, both SVQ and USF variables presented almost substantial (±53%) variance of the ISS variable. In terms of the study, it can be said that SVQ of u-learning and its USF are two determinant factors of system performance. Both factors may have directly influenced the performance. It may be in regard to the study phenomenon itself, data used in the study, characteristics of the respondents, or the instrument of data collection. In addition, Figure 3 clearly shows that despite SVQ being explained weakly (±22.5%) by the three readiness variables (OPT, INN, and INS), SVQ mediated influential paths of the three variables into ISS. Although the above-mentioned findings show that only SVQ mediated three variables of the readiness dimension with the variable of system impact, the mediation was only weakly (±22.5%) shown by the three variables. Moreover, the mediation proved the processional and causal relationship across the readiness, system creation, system use, and system impact dimensions of the developed model.
In short, the statistical findings of this study show that 10 of the 23 proposed hypotheses are accepted (see Table 7 and Figure 5 ). Among the four variables of the readiness dimension, only DIS did not influence the success dimension of the u-learning implementation. In addition, only SVQ mediated three variables of the readiness dimension with the variable of system impact.
In conclusion, the findings of the study indicate that u-learning may have been unsuccessfully implemented in the sampled HEI. Findings of both qualitative and quantitative inquiries show that the implementation performance may have been affected by the readiness constructs. In addition to the implementation being initiated by top management, the qualitative findings also show that the system implementation tended to be done with uncoordinated management and a lack of infrastructure. On the other hand, the quantitative investigation demonstrated that 13 of the 23 proposed hypotheses were rejected. Only DIS among the four variables of the readiness constructs did not influence the success constructs of the u-learning implementation, and only SVQ mediated the readiness constructs with the system performance construct.
Currently, there are no reports published on u-learning implementation in Indonesia, especially on the three pilot projects of u-learning implementation. Therefore, the findings of this study may be practical consideration points for stakeholders of technology implementations. In addition, the findings may also be theoretical evidence that the constructs of the readiness model affect the IS success model. As indicated by previous studies [25, [43] [44] [45] , the popularity of a model does not mean that the model does not need to be developed again. Of course, in addition to the assumptions and theories used in the model development, the samples, data, techniques, and tools used in this study may need to be reviewed in the context of future studies. The findings shown here cannot be a fixed justification for other study contexts. Thus, the model development and research methodology issues mentioned above may be among the consideration points in future studies.
Conclusions
It is inevitable that the use of u-learning may be a solution in terms of affordability, accessibility, and quality issues in developing countries. This study investigated a pilot project of u-learning implementation in Indonesia. The researchers employed mixed methods by combining quantitative and qualitative methods to understand the performance status of the u-learning implementation and factors that affected the status. The research model adopted a previously developed readiness and success model. In short, both quantitative and qualitative findings revealed that the implementation performance may have been affected by the readiness constructs. Moreover, the study may contribute theoretically and practically to future studies, especially as it shows the implementation of a u-learning pilot project from the perspective of a developing country. 
